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TENNESSEE BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.
REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF RONALD M. PATE
BEFORE THE TENNESSEE REGULATORY AUTHORITY
DOCKET NO. 97-00309
JULY 22, 2002

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, YOUR POSITION WITH BELLSOUTH
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. AND YOUR BUSINESS ADDRESS.

My nameis Ronald M. Pate. | am employed by BellSouth Telecommunications,
Inc. ("BdlSouth™) as a Director, Interconnection Services. In this position, |
handle certain issues related to loca interconnection matters, primarily operations
support systems ("OSS"). My business address is 675 West Peachtree Strest,
Atlanta, Georgia 30375.

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR BACKGROUND AND EXPERIENCE.

| graduated from Georgia Indtitute of Technology in Atlanta, Georgia, in 1973,
with aBachdlor of Science Degree. In 1984, | received a Masters of Business
Adminigration from Georgia State University. My professond career spans over
twenty-five years of generd management experience in operaions, logistics
management, human resources, sdles and marketing. | joined BellSouth in 1987,

and have held various positions of increasing responsbility since that time.

HAVE YOU TESTIFIED PREVIOUSLY ?
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A. Yes | have testified before the Public Service Commissonsin Alabama, Florida,

Georgia, Louisana, South Carolina, Kentucky, the Tennessee Regulatory

Authority and the North Carolina Public Utilities Commission.

Q. HOW ISYOUR TESTIMONY ARRANGED?

A. My testimony is divided into the following sections:

PART A: PURPOSE AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF THE TESTIMONY
PART B: REBUTTAL TO CLEC COMMENTS

PART A: PURPOSE AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF THE TESTIMONY

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY ?

A The purpose of my testimony isto rebut the express and implied assertions of

various CLEC witnesses that Bell South does not provide CLECs with
nondiscriminatory access to its operations support systems (*OSS’) in Tennessee.
(See, for example, Testimony of Jay Bradbury at 4; Testimony of Mary Conquest
a 2; Tesimony of Colette Davis a 3-4; Testimony of Sherry Lichtenberg at 4-5).
My testimony will demongtrate that Bell South does provide CLECs
nondiscriminatory accessto OSS. As further explained below, | am attaching as
Exhibit RMP-1 to my testimony the affidavit of William N. Stacy and dl of its
exhibits filed with the Federd Communications Commission (*FCC”) on June 20,
2002 in Docket 02-150, (the “ Stacy Affidavit”) in BdlSouth's application for
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provison of In-Region, InterLATA Servicesin Alabama, Kentucky, Missssppi,
North Carolina, and South Carolina

Mogt of the issues raised by the CLECs are the same old issues that they keep
rasng time and time again, apparently hoping that someone will findly agree
with their arguments. For purposes of this proceeding, and in order to be concise
aswell asefficient, | am adopting and incorporate in my testimony by reference,
materia that Bell South recently has filed with the FCC in connection with its five
date application for interLATA rdlief, which addresses these issues. The materid
that | am referring to isthe “ Stacy Affidavit” which is atached as exhibit RMP-1.
| am adopting dl information in the Stacy Affidavit pertaining to
nondiscriminatory provision of access to BdlSouth's OSS with the exception of
the information contained in ] 29-38, 62-78 and 324-329 and Exhibit Numbers
WNS-4-7, 10-12, 50, 52-53, regarding Third Party Testing and the PwC
“sameness’ audit on regiondity. Mr. Milton McElroy will addressthe Third
Party Testing and PwC regiondity paragraphs of the Stacy Affidavit in his
tesimony filed heran.

| have personal knowledge of the matters contained in the materid that | am
adopting, and | am fully capable and qudified to attest to the accuracy of the

information contained therein and to respond to questions regarding that materid.

In addition to the above, my testimony rebuts more specific OSS-related

assartions in the testimony that witnessesfor AT& T, Covad Communications
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Company, Birch Teecom, ITC "DdtaCom, WorldCom, and Ernest

Communiceations, Inc., have submitted in this docket.

PLEASE PROVIDE AN EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF YOUR TESTIMONY .

The Stacy Affidavit demondrates that BellSouth satisfies the FCC' s two-step
standard of showing nondiscriminatory accessto OSS because:
1. The OSSfunctionsthat are deployed by BellSouth are operationally ready,
as apractical matter, and
2. BélSouth has deployed the necessary systems and personnel to provide
aufficient access to each of the necessary OSS functions, and BdllSouth is
adequatdly asssting competing carriers to understand, implement, and use
the OSS functions available to them.
Additiondly, the Stacy Affidavit addresses the issue of regiondity (which
WorldCom witness Sherry Lichtenberg addresses at pages 14-15 of her
testimony) by showing that BellSouth's interfacesto its OSS are the samein
Tennessee, Georgia, or any of the other seven states in BellSouth's region.
BelSouth demongtrates that its OSS provides CLECs with region-wide:
electronic and manua ordering interfaces that provide uniform
functiondity;
comprehensive sets of user guides, procedures, information, and job
adsfor the use of the éectronic and manud ordering interfaces, and

region-wide business rules with extengve training.



10
11

13

14
15
16
17
18
19

RERRS

25

26
27

28

BB RBY

Furthermore, BellSouth’s OSS are designed, devel oped, modified, and measured
for performance on aregion-wide basis to operate in an indistinguishable manner
whether a CLEC isin Tennessee, Georgia or any of the other seven saesin the
BellSouth region. BelSouth engaged PricewaterhouseCoopers (“PwC”) to
evauate and confirm its assertion that its OSS isregiond in nature, and PwC's

findings are addressed in Milton McElroy’ s testimony, as indicated above.

To assg in relating my rebutta testimony to the testimony of the CLECs, | offer
the following information, which rel ates specific paragraphs of the Stacy
Affidavit to the CLEC teimony.

CLEC Tegimony Affd. Paragraph

AT&T-Bradbury

Pg12,In3-Pg 15,In3 282-287
Flow Through

Pg 15,In5-Pg 16, In 21 278-279
Status Notices

Pg17,In24-Pg 18,1n 14 316-323
TAFI Integration

Pg20,In15-Pg43,In 2 79-170
Change Control

WorldCom-Lichtenberg

Pg5,1n21-Pg12,In5 79-170
Change Contral

Pg12,In6—-Pg13,In 16 257-262
SngleC

Pg 14, In 6 — Pg 15, In 22 39-61



N B

© 00 N O~ W

31

32

37

Regiondity

Covad-Davis

Pg4-Pg7
Mechanized ordering of xDSL Loops

Pg18—Pg21
Change Control

Py 32— Py 33
LFACS

| TC"DeltaCom-Conquest

Pg2-Pg3
Nondiscriminatory Accessto OSS

Pg3-Pg4
Change Control

Pg4—-Pg5
Independent Third Party Test

Birch-lvanuska

Exhibit 1 - Pg 24
Change Control Process

PART B: REBUTTAL TO CLEC COMMENTS.

275-277

79-170

241-250

6-28

79-170

21, 29-38

62-78

79-170

MS. BERGER OF AT&T AND MS. LICHTENBERG OF WORLDCOM RAISE

ISSUES REGARDING BELLSOUTH’SIMPLEMENTATION OF A SINGLE C

PROCESS. PLEASE DISCUSS THE SINGLE C PROCESS.

Both Ms. Berger and Ms. Lichtenberg complain about issues surrounding the “D”

and “N” process that was previoudy used by BellSouth for the ordering of UNESs.
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Thisissue isthoroughly addressed in the Stacy Affidavit beginning a 1257 and
following. On March 23, 2002, as part of Release 10.4, Bell South implemented
the single C (change) feature in Georgia, Louisana, Florida, and Missssippi.
During the weekend of July 20, 2002, BdlSouth implemented this functiondity
for Alabamaand South Carolina. During the weekend of August 3, 2002,
BellSouth will implement single C for the remaining states, Tennessee, North
Carolina, and Kentucky. Asaresult, al requests submitted for UNE-P

conversons will be processed usng single C functiondity.

For adiscusson as to the effectiveness of the angle C process since its

implementation, please see the testimony of BellSouth witness, Ken Ainsworth.

MS. LICHTENBERG ALSO COMPLAINS ABOUT PROBLEMSWITH LINE
LOSS REPORTSAS A RESULT OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE

SINGLE C PROCESS. PLEASE RESPOND.

Ms. Lichtenberg discussed line loss report issues that arose “in March in other
states.” What she does not discussisthet in her affidavit that was filed with the
FCC in BdlSouth's Five State Application, on July 11, 2002, she states that the
line loss problem that occurred earlier gppears to have been fixed. Ms.
Lichtenberg’' s FCC affidavit is correct in that regard: any problems that were
encountered in the early implementation of the Single C process have been
addressed, and should not recur. Therefore, Ms. Lichtenberg's attempt to conjure

up future trouble should be ignored.
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For additional consderation, KPMG opened Exception 139 inits FHorida Third
Party test regarding alack of detail onitslineloss report provided to CLECs.
BellSouth addressed this issue, KPM G recommended closure of this Exception,
and the Horida Public Service Commission closed it on July 16, 2002. Thisis
further confirmation that Bell South has addressed outstanding issuesin this

regard.

Q. MR. BRADBURY OF AT& T REFERENCES AN ISSUE REGARDING THE
INTEGRATION OF BELLSOUTH'S TROUBLE ANALYSISFACILITATION
INTERFACE (“TAFI”) WITH CLECS BACK OFFICE SYSTEMS. PLEASE

COMMENT.

A. Seven state commissions! that have reviewed BelSouth's Section 271

applications have found that Bell South’ s maintenance and repair facilities are
nondiscriminatory and meet the requirements of the competitive checklist, and the
FCC has confirmed the same findingsin its Georgiall_ouisana Section 271 Order
(“GA/LA Order”)?. Onthisidentical issue, a Paragraph 170, the FCC stated
“BdlSouth offers competing carriers access to the same system and functiondity

that BellSouth usesfor its retail operations.” Further, the FCC, in Paragraph 171,

! Alabama Public Service Commission Docket No. 25835, May 22, 2002; Georgia Public Service
Commission Docket No. 6863-U, October 2, 2001; Kentucky Public Service Commission Case No. 2001-
105, April 26, 2002; Louisiana Public Service Commission Docket No. U-22252(E), September 19, 2001;
Mississippi Public Service Commission Docket No. 97-AD-321, October 4, 2001; North Carolina Utilities
Commission Docket No. P-55, Sub 1022, July 9, 2002; Public Service Commission of South Carolina,
February 22, 2002.

2 FCC Docket No. 02-35, Joint Application by BellSouth Corporation, Bell South Telecommunications,
Inc., And Bell South Long Distance, Inc. for Provision of In-Region, InterLATA Services In Georgia and
Louisiana, May 15, 2002. At Paragraph 169, the Commission “conclude[d], as did the Georgia and

L ouisiana Commissions, that Bell South provides nondiscriminatory access to its maintenance and repair
OSSfunctions.”
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rgected AT& T’ s arguments “on the same basis as did the Georgia and Louisana
PSCs, finding BdlSouth's offer to include the functiondity of TAFI into ECTA, if
AT&T paysfor the development costs, reasonable and nondiscriminatory
because, as described above, competitive LECs have the same access to

maintenance and repair functiondity as BdllSouth's retail operations.

Further, of the state commissions that heard thisissue in the BelSouth- AT& T
arbitration proceedings;® only the TRA found in favor of AT& T on the matter of

integrating TAFI with CLECS back-office systems. ¢

Accordingly, it isnot surprisng that Mr. Bradbury trumpets AT& T's only

“success’ in obtaining aruling inits favor from the TRA.

The crux of thewhole issueisthat an ILEC is not obligated to provide capabilities
that it does not provide for itsdlf or for which there exist no industry standards.
Such capabiilities are not required by the FCC in order to provide CLECswith
nondiscriminatory accessto its OSS. Thefact is, that BellSouth provides to
AT&T, and to dl other CLECs, maintenance and repair functions equivaent to its
own, thereby meeting the FCC' stest for nondiscriminatory access. Further,
except for the TRA, dl other regulatory bodies that have ruled on thisissue -
including the FCC — have agreed. Therefore, it is reasonable to presume that
BdlSouth should not be required by the TRA to provide capabilitiesthat fall

3 Georgia Public Service Commission Docket No. 11853-U, April 20, 2001; Florida Public Service
Commission Docket No. 000731-TP, June 28, 2001; Kentucky Public Service Commission Case No. 2000-
465, May 16, 2001; North Carolina Utilities Commission Docket No. P-140, Sub 73, June 19, 2001. The
Alabama Public Service Commission has not yet provided aruling in Docket No. 27889 — AT& T
Arbitration on the issue.

* See AT& T Arbitration Order (TRA Docket No. 00-00079).
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outside the scope of the FCC' s requirements for nondiscriminatory accessto its

maintenance and repair functions.

MR. BRADBURY CLAIMS THAT BELLSOUTH REFUSES TO PROVIDE
AN INTEGRATED MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR INTERFACE WITH TAFI
FUNCTIONALITY. PLEASE EXPLAIN BELLSOUTH’S POSITION ON

AT&T SCLAIM.

BdlSouth received the find regjection of its Mation for Recongderation on April
22, 2002. Accordingly, BellSouth is working with the CLECs through the CCP to
comply with the TRA’s Order, as more fully explained below. Although
BelSouth declined in the past to provide the capability under AT& T's parameters,
BdllSouth offered to provide to AT& T the sarvice it desired, if AT& T would pay
for the development of the non-standard, custom service under the Bona Fide
Request (“BFR”) process— an appropriate request sSince no standards exist, and
snce AT&T isthe only CLEC actudly pushing for the development.® Otherwise,
it is clear that Bell South is committing itsdf to an extreme and unwarranted
expense, even though once the cgpability is developed, AT&T isunder no
obligation to actudly use the capability.

Notwithstanding the fact that Bell South has begun the process of integrating the
functiondity of TAFI with ECTA, a processtha will in dl likelihood take severd
years (recdl tha in the testimony in the AT& T/BdlSouth arbitration, the

evidence was that it would take 18 monthsto cresate a fully functiona non

® Also provided in Exhibit RMP-2.

10
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indusiry standard interface, while the TRA has now ordered an interface that must
conform to industry standards that do not even exist today, hence the uncertainty
about how long thiswill take) BellSouth would continue to note that AT& T has
been — and continues to be — the only CLEC to actively pursue the capability as
described in itsrequest. Other CLECshave expressed interest sncethe TRA's
mandate, but it is till unclear whether those CLECs— or AT& T, for that matter —
will actudly use such asarvice. BellSouth declined in the past to provide the
service based upon athorough and well-documented review of the request within
the CCP.® Thefindings of that review — and BellSouth's recommendation — have
been fully supported by orders of al regulatory bodies save this one.
Nevertheless, as explained below, BdlSouth isin the process of working with the

CLECs through the CCP to comply with the TRA’s order.

WHAT HASBELLSOUTH DONE TO COMPLY SINCE THE TRA’SFINAL

RULING THAT BELLSOUTH MUST PROVIDE TAF FUNCTIONALITY?

Through the Change Control Process (“CCP’), AT& T’ s change request CR0012
isactively under discusson to develop a solution for compliance withthe TRA's
ruling. In April 2002, immediately after the TRA issued its decison on the
Motion for Reconsideration on April 22, 2002, BellSouth requested CLEC
participation in development of the user requirements for the service, and changed
CR0012 to a Type 2 (Regulatory Mandate) request. On May 28, 2002 and June

13, 2002, initial meetings were held to discuss the development of the user

& AT& T issued Change Request CR0012 to Bell South's Change Control Process on April 18, 2000.
Bell South's subsequent review — and the reasons for denial — of the request are provided as Exhibit RM P-2

11
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requirements. Based upon those meetings, BdllSouth provided to the CLECsiits
proposal for the service capability on June 27, 2002.” On July 18, 2002, a follow-
up meeting was held to discuss Bell South's proposa and dternative proposals set

forth by the CLECs.

MR.BRADBURY (AT&T, PAGES 20-43), MS. LICHTENBERG

(WORLDCOM, PAGES 5-11), MS. DAVIS (COVAD, PAGES 18-21) AND MS.

CONQUEST (ITC"DELTACOM, PAGES 2-4) ALL QUESTION THE

ADEQUACY OF BELLSOUTH'S CCP. PLEASE RESPOND.

As mentioned above, a complete description and discussion of CCP is contained
in the Stacy Affidavit. The relevant paragraphs were referenced earlier for the

TRA'’s convenience.

In genera, these CLEC witnesses rai se the same complaints thet that have been
raised before virtualy every state regulatory body in BellSouth's region, as well
asthe FCC. Despite these complaints about the CCP, seven state commissions
have endorsed BellSouth’ s Section 271 gpprova and, in so doing, have endorsed
BellSouth’s CCP.

Importantly, the FCC, which created the test of adequacy for a change
management process, thoroughly reviewed the very same CCP that these
witnesses address when it gpproved BellSouth’s Section 271 applications for

Georgiaand Louisana. The FCC found that:

" This Chronology and a copy of the BellSouth proposal are also provided in Exhibit RMP-2.

12
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because of its overdl record, the recent improvements it has made,
induding the implementation of severa important competitive LEC-
requested features, its commitment to continued improvement, and its
collaborations with competitive LECs in this process, we do not find a
record that warrants checklist noncompliance. Asthe Commission has
repeatedly stated, the checklist does not require perfection. Accordingly,
as did the Georgia and Louisana Commissions, we find that BellSouth
provides competing carriers “an effective sysems change management
process to which it has adhered over time” (See GA/LA Order, at 194.)
Further, in the same Order, the FCC flatly rgected mog, if not al, the same type
of complaints from these same witnesses regarding what an adequate change

management process should or should not contain.®

Although Mr. Bradbury admitsin his testimony that BellSouth passed the FCC's
adequacy test for change management, beginning on page 22 of histestimony, he
gpparently chooses to ignore the redity of the Situation, and reiterates the same

clams he has dways mede, asif the dlegations are brand new.

Asexplained in the Stacy Affidavit (at 1Y 79-170), the Georgia Public Service
Commission is actively monitoring a collaborative effort within the CCP to
improve the processitsalf. The FCC recognized — and encourages — such
collaboration to ensure that the CCP s current high performance leve is

maintained, and that it continues to evolve.®

81d., at Para. 181 (Go/NoGo vote not required); at Para. 182 (Bell South provides for input from competing
carriers); at Para.184 (rejects allegations of a BellSouth ‘ veto power); at Para. 186 (CCP providesfor
dispute resolution); at Para. 187-190 (Bell South's testing environments are adequate — specifically rejects
AT&T and WorldCom allegations); at Para. 191 (Bell South provides sufficient documentation); at
Para.192-197 (Rejects assertions that Bell South does not adhere to the CCP).

°Id., at Footnote 697.

13



10

1

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

Mr. Bradbury at page 26, on the other hand, seems to admonish the Georgia
Public Service Commission for its collaborative role, implying thet thet
Commission isincgpable of resolving any issues that have been entrusted to its
oversight. Aswith WorldCom, Covad and ITC"DetaCom, AT&T's complaints
appear to arise out of the inability to control the CCP in amanner that forces the
CCP to address the individual CLEC’ s unique business plan needs — versus the
needs of the CLEC community asawhole. But thisishow it should be. The
CCP should represent the needs of the entire CLEC community, and decisons
and prioritizations regarding changes to Bell South’ s OSS should be based upon
CLEC community consensus, versus the individua business plans of afew more

vocal CLECs.

HASTHE TRA ISSUED ANY RULINGS REGARDING BELLSOUTH’S CCP?

Yes. Initsorder in Docket 00-00079, the TRA rejected AT& T's requests to: (1)
adopt its proposed changes into the CCP; and (2) have the TRA take the CCP
under its supervison. Asthe bagsfor itsruling — other than what it cited asa
“lack of evidentiary support™'® - the TRA cited severa previous FCC Section 271
orders regarding adequacy of a change management process, including the First
Report and Order, Third Report and Order, and the Bell Atlantic New York
Order. AT&T did not filefor aMation for Reconsideration on the TRA’sruling

inthat docket, but it has exhumed the same complaints— and more — for re-

10 Final Order of Arbitration Award, Tennessee Regulatory Authority, Docket No. 00-00079, November 29,
2001, at Page 35.

14



10

1

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

24

examination in this docket, despite the fact that the TRA and the other regulatory

bodies have dready addressed the mgjority of these issues.

ON PAGE 24 OF ATTACHMENT 1 OF HISTESTIMONY, MR. IVANUSKA
(BIRCH TELECOM) CLAIMS THAT THE ELECTRONIC SYSTEMS OF
BELLSOUTH ADVERTISING AND PUBLISHING COMPANY (BAPCO)

SHOULD BE “UNDER THE CCP UMBRELLA”. DO YOU AGREE?

No. BAPCO isthe equivdent of athird party and thus its systems and operations
should not be, and are not required to be, subject to CCP. The participation of
BdlSouth Telecommunications, Inc. in the CCP process adequately addresses the

CLECsneeds. Mr. Milner specificaly addresses the partid migration issue.

ON PAGE 8 OF HER TESTIMONY, MS. DAVIS OF COVAD CLAIMS
“BELLSOUTH HAS A FULLY MECHANIZED ORDERING PROCESS FOR
ITSELF, [BUT] IT HASBEEN UNABLE OR UNWILLING TO PROVIDE
FLOW-THROUGH MECHANIZATION” OF KEY DSL SERVICES
INCLUDING THE UCL-ND AND LOOP CONDITIONING. ISTHIS

CORRECT?

No. And before | respond to Covad' s specific issues raised in their comments, |
want to put the larger issue of BellSouth' s respongveness to the CLECs, and
specifically Covad, into perspective. During a series of collaborative sessons,
BdlSouth has created seven different unbundled |oop products that are capable of

15
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supporting DSL services, each with characterigtics specificaly tailored to meet

the CLEC srequirements. Each time, after the product has been tested and rolled
out, the CLECs seem to identify yet another “critica” product. Thus, one could
conclude that the underlying issue is not BellSouth’ s responsiveness to the

CLECs, but rather the CLECs lack of business plans that enable them to

effectively use the available unbundled loops.

To date, BdllSouth has crested the following unbundled loop products, al but one

of which are available for eectronic ordering with flow-through:

1. Unbundled ISDN compatible loop — A designed loop tailored to support ISDN

sarvices — avalable for dectronic ordering and flow-through (mechanized

January 2000).

2. Line Sharing — unbundled access to the high frequency spectrum of an
exiging BdllSouth+ provided voice loop capable of supporting DSL services —
available for dectronic ordering with flow-through (mechanized September
2000).

3. Unbundled ADSL. compatible loop — A designed loop tailored to support

ADSL sarvices — available for eectronic ordering and flow-through

(mechanized November 2000).

4. Unbundled Copper Loop - Designed — A designed, dedicated 2- or 4-Wire

UCL/S (Short) or 2- or 4-Wire UCL/L (Long) metdlic transmission facility
from BdlSouth’s Main Digtribution Frame (MDF) to a customer’s premises
(indluding the Network Interface Device (NID)), exclusive of any intervening

equipment such as load coils, repeaters, or Digitd Access Main Lines

16
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(“DAMLS"), provisoned with test point and a BellSouth provided Design
Layout Record (DLR) — available for dectronic ordering and flow-through

(mechanized November 2000).

5. Line Sdlitting - unbundled access to the high frequency spectrum of an
exiging CLEC- provided voice loop capable of support DSL services —
available for dectronic ordering with flow-through (mechanized January
2002).

6. Unbundled Universal Digitd Circuit / IDSL loop - a designed loop tailored to

support Covad’' s IDSL modem over an ISDN-type loop — available for
electronic ordering and flow-through (mechanized ordering February 2002
with full flow-through June 2002).

7. _Unbundled Cooper Loop — Non-Designed — a non-designed copper [oop

gmilar to the UCL described above but provisioned without either aDesign
Layout Record (DLR) or atest point - available for manua ordering now,

with eectronic ordering targeted for August 2002 and flow-through targeted
for December 2002.

ON PAGES 4-6, MS. DAVIS OF COVAD CLAIMS THAT BELLSOUTH HAS
“FAILED TO MECHANIZE THE ORDERING OF CRITICAL DSL LOOPS’
INCLUDING UCL-ND LOOPS AND LOOPS REQUIRING CONDITIONING.

PLEASE COMMENT.

Whileit istrue that BellSouth does not currently offer eectronic ordering of

either the UCL-ND loop or Loop Conditioning, Covad greetly exaggeratesits

17
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sgnificance. | will address each issue separately. Before | do, however, | want to
make a point that highlights our frustration with the CLECs. Asof end of June
2002, the CLECs had exactly one UCL-ND in servicein Tennessee. Let me say
that again. In spite of dl the clamor, the CLECs have exactly one UCL-ND in

savicein Tennessee,

Mechanization of UCL-ND L oops

The Flow- Through Task Force (“FTTF)** submitted CR0541 (FTTF-11) on
behaf of Covad on November 5, 2001 requesting mechanization of the UCL-ND.
Thisrequest was origindly prioritized 11 out of 13 inthe FTTF by the CLECs.
When BdllSouth consdered the ordering volumes in conjunction with the
prioritization ranking by the CLEC:s, it is understandable why BellSouth did not
immediately dedicate resources to the development and implementation of an
electronic ordering capability for the UCL-ND product. Subsequently, on April 9,
2002, the CLECs re-prioritized the Flow- Through Task Force Change Requests,
and CR0541 moved up to number 6, and BellSouth expedited this Change
Request through Planning & Anayss. It was considered for incluson in Release
10.5 implemented on June 1, 2002; however, it was determined that BellSouth
was unable to include it in this release due to resource condraints of BellSouth's
software developers. It is currently planned for incluson in Release 10.6 targeted

for August 24, 2002. Thisreease will dlow dectronic ordering of the UCL-ND

™ The FTTF was established cooperatively by BellSouth and the CLECs under the direction of the Georgia
Public Service Commission in February 2001. The FTTF operates as a subcommittee of the CCP. The

18
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loop viadl dectronic ordering interfaces and the orders will then fal for manud
handling. Mechanized ordering with flow-through is currently targeted for
Release 11.0 in December 2002. Thisinformation has been conveyed to the
CLEC community viathe CCP. Any changesto this plan will be conveyed, as
such information becomes available, to the CLECs via an update to the Change
Request onthe CCP dte at:

http://Amww.interconnection.bell south.com/markets/lec/cep livelindex.ntml .

Such changes are d <o reflected on a Change Request Daily Activity Report that is

sent to participantsin the CCP.

Mechanization of Loop Conditioning

Covad raised thisidentical issue with the FCC in the GeorgialLouisana
proceedings, the FCC rejected it. The FCC stated that:

“Given the fact that the volume of orders for these products are low,
BdlSouth’s demonstrated willingness to automeate the ordering for these
orders despite their low volumes, and the very high percentage of loops
that can be ordered dectronicaly, we cannot agree with commenters, like
Covad, that BellSouth’s ordering systems deny competing carriers a
meaningful opportunity to compete.  Although it may be true that some
specific products that Covad ordered during thistime are predominately
manua, BellSouth’s andysis shows that severa |oops can and are ordered
viadectronic interfaces.” (See GA/LA, 11149-150)

objective of the task forceisto enhance the flow-through of electronic orders, document those
enhancements, and devel op a schedule for implementing the enhancements.
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Nevertheess, Covad complainsin Tennessee that they must have yet another
“critical” product to enable them to provide data services — the ability to order
loop conditioning eectronically, even though Covad adready enjoys the same
capabilities to order data services that are offered to Network Service Providers

(“NSPs").

For illugtration | will describe the current flow of orders from NSPs to BellSouth
for provison of DSL transport service (data services), as compared to what Covad

currently uses.

1 The NSP uses the Loop Qudlification System (“LQS’) to determineif the
end user is served by an existing loop capable of supporting DSL transport
(data services). (Exactly the same capability Covad has through use of

either Mechanized Loop Makeup or LQS).

2. The NSP places an order for DSL transport (data services) dectronicaly
through the Service Order Entry Gateway (SOEG) that generates an order
in SOCS for BellSouth Network Servicesto provision the loop. (Exactly
the same capability Covad has for the unbundled ADSL, ISDN, UDC,
UCL-D and line sharing products).

3. BelSouth network provisonsthe DSL transport service (data services) for
the NSP. (Exactly the same capability provided to Covad).

To address CLECS' concerns, BellSouth has adready started to develop the next
series of products and services that include various forms of loop conditioning.

These products and services will alow the modification of an exigting loop to
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make it capable of supporting DSL-like services or to enhance the speed of those
sarvices. Asthese products and services are rolled out, they will be available to
both the NSPs and the Data LECs, including Covad. Thus, in direct contradiction
of Covad'scdam, BellSouth is focused on expanding the avallability of the

wholesale DSL trangport services and the unbundled dataloop products.

It istrue, as Covad stated at page 5 of its testimony, that Bell South does not
currently offer electronic ordering of an ADSL-compatible loop or Line Sharing
with conditioning. This enhancement previoudy had been consdered in the CCP
and it was determined not to be feasible due to the time and cost of development
versus demand a the time the request was evduated. This determination is il
sound, as BellSouth completed only 26 xDSL orders requiring loop conditioning
for the period July 2001 through April 2002 region-wide.

Neverthdess, BdllSouth has participated in numerous collaborative sessons with
Covad to discuss possible solutions to Covad' s requests. Based upon the
discussions held during a February 19, 2002 meeting, and the subsequent data
provided by Ms. Davis of Covad, Bell South re-evaluated the business case and
the eectronic ordering capability options. Another meeting was held on March 7,
2002 in Atlanta between Bell South’ s Product Management Team and Covad to
seek Covad' sinput in assessing the viahility of options for eectronic ordering of
loops/line sharing with conditioning. Asaresult of these collaborative efforts,
BdlSouth is currently pursuing the mechanization of loop modification. The
project has been approved and the internal project team completed its eectronic

feaghility verification on April 18, 2002. Definition of detailed user requirements

21



10

1

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

24

istargeted to begin in early August. So in the red world, thisissueisbeing
collaboratively addressed by the partiesin stark contrast to Ms. Davis sclamsin

her testimony.

ON PAGES 7-10, MS. DAVISWITH COVAD DESCRIBES A “MAJOR
DEFECT” ASSOCIATED BELLSOUTH'SFAILURE TO RETURN A
PSEUDO CIRCUIT NUMBER WITH A FIRM ORDER CONFIRMATION
(“FOC”) ON LINE-SHARED LOOP ORDERS. PLEASE COMMENT.

Ms. Davis correctly notes that a defect has been opened via BellSouth’ s Change
Control Process for the missing pseudo circuit number on the FOC. However,
when Covad asked KPM G about this issue in the recent KPMG Florida OSS
Workshop,. KPMG tedtified that it was aware of the issue, “but it was not
significant enough to cause anot sAtisfied result.”*? KPMG further testified, “[a]s
KPMG Consulting ALEC we were able to vdidate our bills using the workaround
to provideit...[i]n our experience it was not a significant impact.”*® Thus, even
though the FOC that is returned to Covad currently omits the pseudo circuit
number, this should not prevent Covad from reconciling its bills. Further, when
the defect was verified, amanua workaround was provided so that Covad may

verify the status of the order usng CSOTS.

Nevertheless, this defect is being tracked via CRO621/FTTF-36. Contrary to
Covad' s damsthat this defect is“magor,” it was classfied asa“medium” impact

defect by the CCP, based upon the agreed upon definition in the CCP. A

12 Fl orida OSS Workshop transcript, dated July 12, 2002, page 26.
13 Florida OSS Workshop transcript, dated July 12, 2002, page 27.
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“medium” impact defect means that this failure causesimpairment of critical

system functions, though aworkaround solution does exi<t, and thet it will be
implemented within 90 business days, best effort.>* Furthermore, this defect does
not affect flow-though mechanization of Line Shared orders, as clamed by

Covad. CLECs have had the ability to submit LSRsfor Line Shared services
eectronicaly viaTAG, LENS, or EDI since September 2000, and an order is

eectronically generated and will flow-through BellSouth's interndl systems.

Q. ON PAGE 13 OF ITSCOMMENTS, MS. DAVIS OF COVAD CLAIMS THAT
THE CURRENT TAG PRE-ORDERING INTERFACE IS“NOT IDEAL”
BECAUSE CLECS CANNOT USE IT FOR ORDERING. PLEASE

COMMENT.

A. Covad appearsto be confused about the TAG interface. Although Covad is

correct that a pre-ordering interface cannot be used for ordering, Covad
goparently hasignored the fact thet there isadso a TAG ordering interface that can
be integrated to the pre-ordering interface®®  Currently, CLECs can integrate the
TAG pre-ordering interface with the TAG ordering or the EDI interface, which
mesans that CLECs can perform pre-ordering and ordering in TAG.

Q. PLEASEDESCRIBE BELLSOUTH'SPLANSTO TRANSITION THETAG
GATEWAY THAT COVAD REFERSTO ON PAGES 12-13 OF ITS
TESTIMONY.

14 See Change Control Process, Version 3.1, effective May 29, 2002, §5.0 entitled “ Defect Process,
Definition,” page 49, at
http://www.interconnection.bell south.com/markets/lec/ccp_live/docs/beep/cep _becp _quide.pdf.

15 The TAG pre-ordering and ordering interface and the integration of the TAG interface is described in 1
24, 177-209, and 171-176 of the Stacy Affidavit.
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BdlSouth plansto trangition the current TAG C++ Application Program Interface
(“API") to an Extengble Markup Language (“XML") technica specification.

XML issmply astandard specification language used to describe data. This
technica specification language will provide a schemafor request and response

datafor both pre-order and firm order transactions.

The current TAG AP performs two functions for the CLEC gpplication. Firg, it
contains the data Structures necessary for submitting requests and receiving
responses. Second, it contains libraries embedded within it to transport the
requests and responses between the CLEC application and the TAG server a
BdlSouth. BdlSouth plans to migrate to an operating environment that does not
require the TAG AP, and to separate the data and transport functions, making
them independent. The customer will be able to create direct links from interna
goplications usng commercial software, shareware or freeware. This freedom
enables customers to choose their method of implementation rather than being

limited by C++.

BdlSouth will provide the CLEC with an XML technica specification, much like
that provided with BellSouth’s EDI interface today. Since the new XML
technica specification is hardware and software independent, CLECs may sdect
from avariety of programming languages (such as Java, Visud Badc, C#

(pronounced “C Sharp”) and C++, for example) to integrate with their front and
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back office sysems. The language sdlection for processng XML-formaited files

would be driven by the CLEC rather than by an API, asis currently the case.

Other advantages of the proposed architecture are asfollows:

Non-Proprietary Architecture
Industry Standard

Hardware / Software Independent
No AP Integration

Server Sde Data Vaidation
Middleware Hexibility

Multiple Development Languages
Weél Defined Data Specification
Choice of Transport Methods

BdlSouth encourages participation of al TAG usersin the TAG User Group
Forums as these mesetings are currently focused on the details of the TAG
Transformation. The schedule for the User Group meetings, as well as additiond
information on the TAG Transformation (overview and draft XML
Specifications), may be obtained by accessing the Bell South CLEC Change
Control (CCP) Web site at:

http://Amwww.interconnection.bd I south.com/markets/lec/ccp livelindex.html.

As higtory, the TAG Transformation Plan was first presented to the CLECsin
March 2002. TAG User Group Forum monthly meetings have provided
information about the transformation project, and meeting minutes from the

March 22, April 19, May 23, and June 21, 2002 mestings are posted to the secure
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CCPWeb ste at:

http://www.interconnection.bel | south.com/markets/lec/ccp secure/ccp com tagus

effooum mm.html. No Covad representative has participated in any of the four

meetings held thus far. This may explain Covad' s confusion about the project’s
benefits and its schedule.

This project will address matters that are important to the CLEC community. On
May 22, 2002, the CLEC participantsin the CCP prioritized EDI Interactive
Agent and EDI pre-ordering asfirst and second out of twenty-sx (26). Initidly,
the release of these two interfaces was dotted in the CLEC release in June 2003.
On Jduly 19, 2002, BellSouth announced to the CLECs that it would be possible to
implement EDI Interactive Agent and EDI pre-ordering in March 2003 in Release
12.0.

ON PAGES 12 - 13, MS. DAVIS OF COVAD COMPLAINSTHAT
BELLSOUTH'SPLAN TO “CLOSE THE TAG GATEWAY IS
DISCRIMINATORY.” DOESBELLSOUTH PLAN TO “RETIRE THE
EXISTING TAG GATEWAY BEFORE THE NEW EDI PRE-ORDER
FUNCTIONALITY ISREADY,” ASCOVAD CLAIMS?

No, thisis not BellSouth's plan. As noted above, and e sawhere herein, Covad
would know that thisis an inaccurate satement, if it was utilizing the information

that Bell South makes reedily available for use by a CLEC.
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Covad is correct that BellSouth is planning to trangtion the TAG interface to an
architecture usng XML ingtead of API. BellSouth's plan providesthe CLECs
with the necessary time to trangition to the new architecture or to another

interface. BellSouth intends to dlow at least twelve months in the schedule for
CLECsto trangtion to XML once the specification is made available.

BdlSouth's TAG Transformation plan calsfor older versons of the TAG API to
be retired in May 2003. Thefina version of the AP (7.9), which will be released
in December 2002 with Encore Release 11.0, will be supported for twelve months
until its retirement in December 2003. This dlows the CLECs ampletimeto
trangtion to the new TAG XML architecture or to another pre-ordering interface,
including LENS or the new EDI pre-ordering interface. Thisinformation was
provided to CLECsin Carrier Notification Letter No. SN91082970 dated April 8,
2002, and attached as Exhibit RMP-3. Notification of arevised schedule was
issued by BellSouth on July 19, 2002 in Carrier Notification Letter No.

SN91083238, and is attached as Exhibit RMP-4.

BdlSouth's timetable, as revised, is as shown in the chart below.

TAGAHF Retirement date
7.6.0.2 May 30, 2003
7.6.3 May 30, 2003
7.7.0.2 May 30, 2003
7.7.1.3 December 19, 2003
7.8.1 December 19, 2003
7911 December 19, 2003
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Toillugtrate more clearly, Covad currently usesthe TAG AP 7.6.0.2.
BdlSouth’s expiration schedule provided Covad with the sufficient time to make
educated business decisons as follows:
If Covad chooses not to upgrade to 7.9 in December 2002, but instead
chooses to migrate to the EDI pre-ordering interface after the
implementation of Release 12.0 on March 2003, it will be ableto
trangition to EDI approximately two months before TAG APl 7.6.0.2 is
retired on May 30, 2003.
If Covad chooses to upgradeto TAG API 7.9 in December 2002, it can
choose to usetha AP for twelve months or will have gpproximately 9
months (March to December) to trangition between the TAG and EDI pre-

ordering interfaces.

These are reasonable and viable dternatives, upon which Covad may make a

sound business decison.

ON PAGE 22, MS. DAVIS OF COVAD COMPLAINS OF WIDESPREAD
INACCURACIESIN BELLSOUTH'SLFACSDATABASE. PLEASE
COMMENT.

Thisisagood example of one of the CLECS' repeated mantras that has been
“repeatedly” rgjected. For example, based on the evidence in the record, the FCC
found, “as did the Georgia and Louisana Commissions, that Bell South provides
competitive LECs with access to loop qudification information in a manner

consistent with the requirements of the UNE Remand Order.” Specificdly, the
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Commission found “that BellSouth provides competitors with accessto dl of the
same detailed information about the loop that is available to itself and in the same
time frame as any of its personnd could obtainit.” [Footnotes omitted.] GA/LA
Order, 1112. Further, the FCC has recognized that, when searching for loop
qudification information, both competing carriers and the incumbent LEC use the
LFACS system. Thus, any inaccuraciesin the ILEC' s database are not
discriminatory, because they affect the ILEC in the same fashion as competing
cariers. See Kansas/Oklahoma Order 1126.

BdlSouth offers CLECs access to the Loop Facilities Assgnment and Control
Sysem (LFACYS) viaLENS and TAG. LFACSisthe same database that is used
by BellSouth’sretail operations. Therefore, any inaccuracies affect both the
CLECs and BdlSouth’sretail operationsin the sameway. BellSouth disagrees
with Covad's alegations of widespread inaccurate data in BellSouth's loop
makeup databases. Although BdllSouth’s LFACS database is not perfect, it is

very accurate.

In some ingtances, some of the LMU information may not be listed in the LFACS
database. In those ingtances, if a CLEC should determine that it needs additional
information thet is not available dectronicdly, it can submit amanua LMU
Service Inquiry request. Smilarly, for BellSouth to serve its own customers,
BdlSouth must submit a service inquiry to obtain facility information for the
requested retail service/product when the datais not available dectronicdly.
Nondiscriminatory access does not require that al detailed information about

loops must be available dectronically and involve no manua processes. The fact
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is, if BellSouth has access to the detailed information required for loop
qudification dectronicdly, that information is provided to the CLEC
eectronicdly. Likewise, CLECs and BellSouth can obtain dl other available
information through the manua process. Therefore, BellSouth provides to
CLECs nondiscriminatory accessto dl of the same detailed information about the
loop that is available to BdlSouth, in compliance with the FCC's UNE Remand
Order, 1427"°.

BelSouth works to constantly enhance LFACS. Nevertheless, while 100% of
BelSouth’ s loops are populated in LFACS with certain basic information, not dl
will have the detailed loop makeup information necessary to qudify aloop. Itis
estimated that as much as 85% of |oops with detailed loop makeup information
are populated in LFACS in some mgjor metropolitan areas. Asof March 2002,
Loop Makeup dataiis populated in LFACS on approximately 51% of the total

network feeder or distribution cable pairs region-wide.

More important, Bell South is continuoudy updating and/or populating loop
makeup datain LFACS. Each time an Outsde Plant Engineer issues an
Engineering Work Order (“EWQ”), loop makeup datais input/updated on every
cable pair handled on the EWO. Additiondly, each time a CLEC uses the manud
service inquiry process, BellSouth |oads the resulting loop makeup information
into LFACSfor future queries. As more CLECs enter alocd market, the loop

makeup data grows correspondingly as aresult of the increased number of manua

8 Third Report and Order and Fourth Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, FCC Docket No. 99-238,
1427 at Page 192.
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inquiries that are handled. Two such examples are the Cool Springs and

Naghville Main wire centers in Tennessee which have over 76% and 71% of the
total loops populated with detailed loop makeup information, respectively. To put
thisinto perspective, in Tennessee thereis currently loop makeup information for
over 7.6 million database entries for loops in the LFACS database.!” In order to
increase the loop makeup datain LFACS by one percent, loop makeup data must
be generated and populated on over 178,000 facilitiesin Tennessee. These entries
will occur as anatura result of Outside Plant work and of CLEC entry into local

markets, thus LFACS will continue to improve on adaily basis.

ON PAGE 32, MS. DAVIS OF COVAD SUGGESTSBELLSOUTH SHOULD
BE REQUIRED TO IMPLEMENT A PLAN TO COMPLETE AND UPDATE
ITSLOOP RECORDS FOR ALL RESIDENTIAL ACCOUNTS. DO YOU
AGREE?

No. In 1429 of its UNE Remand Order, the FCC stated “[w]e disagree, however,
with Covad' s unqudified request that the Commission require incumbent LECs to
cataogue, inventory, and make available to competitors loop qudification
information through automated OSS even when it has no such information
avalabletoitsdf. If anincumbent LEC has not compiled such information for
itsdlf, we do not require the incumbent to conduct a plant inventory and construct
adatabase on behalf of requesting carriers.”®

Y This number is derived based upon the fact that loop makeup is populated for each segment of the loop
geeder and distribution pairs) individually, on both working and idle facilities.

8 Third Report and Order and Fourth Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, FCC Docket No. 99-238, at

Page 193.
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DOES BELLSOUTH PROVIDE NONDISCRIMINATORY ACCESSTOITS
SERVICES AND FACILITIES?

Yes. Ms. Conquest of ITC*"DdtaCom complains on pages 3-4, that CLECs do
not have nondiscriminatory access to OSS, because of Ms. Conquest’s incorrect
perception that CLECs cannot view pending service orders. Thisis, at leest, a
misstatement of the facts, as CLECs do have that capability. In fact, in footnote
392 of the FCC’'s GA/LA Order, the Commission noted, “BellSouth does provide
a PSO flag inthe LENS interface to dert carriers that a service order is pending.
BdlSouth explainsthat PSO information is proprietary customer information, but
that competitive LECs have the ahility to track the details of pending service
ordersfor their own customers using the [Competitive] LEC Service Order
Tracking System (CSOTS)].” Therefore, thisisanon-issue.

PLEASE DISCUSS THE LENS DEFECT TO WHICH MS. CONQUEST OF
ITC’"DELTACOM REFERSIN HER TESTIMONY ON PAGE 3.

Ms. Conquest refers to a defect in LENS that continued for severa months. As
information, pending service orders were not viewable in LENS as aresult of
coding changesto the way LENS displays CSR information that were
implemented in Encore Release 9.4 on July 28, 2001. In order to correct the
defect, a change to the program code was required on the part of BellSouth.
During the time that Bell South was working diligently to correct this defect, the
CLECswerefully informed of BellSouth’s efforts. The LENS Project Manager

posted a Carrier Notification Letter No. SN91082569 on August 16, 2001 and
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attached as Exhibit RMP-5, which detailed the pending service order defect. A
Defect Notification was also posted on the CCP website on August 27, 2001.
Additiondly, the LENS Project Manager provided daily updates to the CCP on
thisissue, and in turn, the CCP regularly disseminated this information to the
CLEC community. The pending service order was corrected in Encore Release

10.3 on January 5, 2002. Therefore, this problem has been resolved.

COULD YOU COMMENT ON MS. LICHTENBERG'S COMPLAINTS ON
PAGES 8-10 OF HER TESTIMONY REGARDING WHAT SHE PERCEIVED
ASA SIGNIFICANT NUMBER OF DEFECTSIN BELLSOUTH’SRELEASE
10.5.

The Stacy Affidavit in 1 141- 147 contains a complete description of BellSouth's
software testing processes and a discussion of the defects found in Release 10.5,
as of the date of the affidavit. As concluded there, the totd impact of these
defects was minor because they did not inhibit the CLECS smooth trangtionto
Release 10.5: either they were related to afew orders that were caught in the
trangition period between the software versions, or they were corrected quickly

once they were detected.

MS. LICHTENBERG NOTES THE TRA’S RECENT ORDER REGARDING
THE REGIONALITY OF BELLSOUTH’'S OSS. PLEASE DISCUSS.

The FCC dated that "[w]e conclude that Bell South, through the PwC review and

other aspects of its gpplication, provides sufficient evidence that its electronic
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processes are the same in Georgiaand Louisiana. In conducting its review, PwC
examined the consstency of gpplications and technica configurations used to
process pre-ordering and ordering transactions region-wide, and reviewed the
congstency of documentation of systems and processes in BellSouth’ slocd

carrier service center. " (GA/LA Order, at 110)

Ms. Lichtenberg smply reiterates on pages 14-15 of her testimony, the TRA’s
finding regarding the regiondity of BellSouth’'s OSSin its Order Resolving Phase
| Issues of Regiondity, 01-00362 at 40, issued by the TRA on June 21, 2002.
However, based upon the findings of seven of the states in BellSouth’s nine- state
region, and the FCC' s concurrence referenced above, Bell South believes that the
TRA was mistaken. Accordingly, BellSouth is hopeful thet the TRA will look
favorably upon BellSouth’s Motion for Reconsderation that was filed on July 8,
2002.

As further substantiation, the Stacy Affidavit explains that BellSouth provides
CLECswith the same set of eectronic interfaces for submission of dl CLEC
service requests throughout Bell South's nine-gtate region. (See 11 39-61). The
electronic processes and the OSS for the remainder of BellSouth's states,
including Tennessee, are the same as those used in Georgiaand Louisiana. For
example, a CLEC in any of the nine states uses the same interfaces for access to
the same BellSouth OSS as a CLEC in any other state in BellSouth's region.

Thereisonly one LENS, TAG, or EDI.
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Onefactor used by the TRA to reach its erroneous conclusion was a * surprise’
document that was presented by one of the TRA Directors, in an effort to prove
that Bell South’s OSS was not regiona through a flow-through andyss. As
explained in BdlSouth’s Motion for Reconsderation, and reviewed here, that

document was based on inaccuracies and incorrect assumptions.

In the TRA’s June 28, 2002 Order, Exhibit 1 (“TRA Exhibit 1) in this matter
from the TRA, there is discussion about BellSouth’ s flow-through performance
and questions regarding the regiondity of BdllSouth’s OSS. | would like to
comment on that discusson and answer some of those questions here. Firg,
BdlSouth's sysems are regiond, and the data will confirm that fact when
examined on an “gpples-to-gpples’ bass. Next, the “Flow-Through” andyss
included in TRA Exhibit 1, does not consider the weighted effect of the data, and
only looks at the “ average of averages’ in making its comparisons. Findly, the
software that determines the operation of the flow-through function tregts any
Local Service Request (“LSR”) that has dll the characteridtics in the exact same

manner for any date.

In reviewing the data analysisincluded in this discussion, the assumption in TRA
Exhibit 1, was that there is no variation in the product being andyzed. Thisisan
incorrect assumption. In explanation, as stated in the BellSouth Business Rules
for Loca Ordering, there are two Requisition Types (“ReqTypes’) associated
with Number Portability, Type B and Type C. Type B isdefined as Loops with
Number Portability and Type C is Number Portability only or sandalone. There

are mgor differences between orders that include the local 1oop and ones that
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only port theloca number. Type B ordersinclude dl the festures and services
available with any loop, such as designed or non-designed, loop length, test jacks,
etc. and, as aresult, have alower flow-through rate than Type C orders. Thus,
because the numbersincluded in TRA Exhibit 1 are a combination of both
ReqTypes and assume the combination is of equivaent vaue for each state and

month anayzed, the resulting concluson isfadly flawed.

A detailed review highlights the differences in the L SRs submitted in Tennessee
and Kentucky for March and April 2002, and thus the flaw in the comparison in
TRA Exhibit 1. The following table provides a breakdown of the LSRs by

ReqTypes for Kentucky and Tennessee for March and April 2002 and the percent

flow-through for each.
Year 2002 REQUEST TYPE B REQUEST TYPEC
LNP
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
Tota Flow Total Flow Flow
State LSRs Through LSRs Through Through
Month
Tennessee 61.8% 71.0% 38.2% 92.6% 78.8%
March
38.8% 75.4% 61.2% 87.8% 83.5%
April
Kentucky 0.0% N/A 100.00% 96.1% 96.1%
March
0.0% N/A 100.00% 96.9% 96.9%
April

As shown in the above table, not only isthere amgor variation within the sate of

Tennessee from March and April, but Kentucky had no Type B ordersin either
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month. Also shown isthe fact that the Type B orders have aflow-through ratein
the 70 percent rate while the Type C orders have a high 80 to 90 percent rate.
These facts clearly demondrate thet the variation in the quantity and proportion of
the type of ordersinput into the OSS are mgor contributing factors for the
variation in the percent flow-through by month and state, not the fact that the
systems are different. This Smple analysis does not give any consideration to the
various activity types associated in the processing of requests by the two
ReqTypes. Thus, in rendering its earlier opinion, the TRA was only able to
speculate, based upon the andyss contained within TRA Exhibit 1, that
BdlSouth’s OSS were not regiond.

Additiondly, TRA Exhibit 1 was produced based on utilizing “ averages of
averages’ in an attempt to illugtrate that LNP flow-through results are different
between the former Southern Bell states and the former South Central Bell Sates.
For example, on page 1 of TRA Exhibit 1, it congtructs aregionad average for the
South Centrd and Southern states on the lower hdf of the page. Specificdly, for
March 01 for Southern Bell, the derived regional percentage is noted as 77.51%.
This was derived by averaging the percentages, as noted in the data provided in
the upper right hand section of TRA Exhibit 1, page 1, for the month of March for
the “Former Southern Bell States’ (94.91+89.08+69.86+56.19 divided by 4
equals 77.51). Ingtead of averaging the averages, if you take the data behind each
date’ sindividud result, sum that data and perform the same cdculation to
compute percent flow through, the answer will be drasticaly different. For this
particular scenario, using the same data that was the basis for the TRA Exhibit 1,

the result for March 01 is89.97%. Thisisthe same reason that the averaging

37



10

1

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

24

averages result for BellSouth in the “Regiona Averages’ for March 01 of 72.88%
is flawed, and thus does not agree with the Bell South’ s reported result of 89.32%.
All of the other calculations utilized in TRA Exhibit 1 are based on this same
flawed averages methodology, and do not give any consderation to the weighted

effect of volume by state and time,

Findly, thereis only one set of software utilized to act on any dectronicaly
submitted LSR. Any LSR that has the same ReqTypes, activity type, etc. will
have the same end result no matter whether it is submitted for Nashville,
Tennessee, Louisville, Kentucky or Miami, Forida. These systems are designed
to perform afunction, and will perform that function the exact same way in dl of
BdlSouth's nine gates, aslong as the parameters are the same. Thisfact as has
been verified by the PwC audit, and the FCC has confirmed PwC' s findings.

Accordingly, BellSouth’s OSS are regiona and the resultsindicated on TRA
Exhibit 1 do not prove otherwise. As| have shown, the results vary between
states because of the variation in the type of orders included, and not because of

the results of the operations performed on them.

IN HISTESTIMONY ON PAGES 12-15, MR. BRADBURY TRIESTO
DEVELOP SOME SORT OF RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE FLOW-
THROUGH OF ELECTRONIC REQUESTS AND REVENUE. PLEASE

COMMENT ON HIS ASSERTIONS.
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The assertions smply have no merit because thereisno logica correlation
between the two categories he is comparing. Asa practica matter, the types of
requests that are submitted eectronicdly but fal out for manua handling, are the
types of requeststhat generaly do relate to the high-dollar business market
customers. If anything, that could be indicative of BellSouth's assertion that
certain CLECs are more interested in cherry-picking the market than actualy
being in the market. Nevertheless, the FCC has repeatedly stated thet itisnot a
requirement that al types of requests must flow through a BOC's OSS, nor thet dll
types of requests must be submitted electronically in thefirst place®® The FCC
has a0 ruled specificaly on BellSouth's performance regarding mechanization,
manua handling, and flow-through,?° and that is covered more fully in the Stacy

Affidavit (1 282-287, and other paragraphs throughout).

BdlSouth continues to review its ability to mechanize (either fully or partidly)
the various types of requests that are either manua or partially mechanized today.
However, the decisions regarding whether to mechanize are not based upon
revenues — rather, they are logically and reasonably based upon request volumes

and programming complexity in conjunction with CLEC prioritization input.

19 Beginning with the FCC’sBell Atlantic New York Order, and continuing through all of its orders
granting Section 271 approval, including the GA/LA Order, at 1148. Further, in 1999, Lawrence Strickling,
the FCC Common Carrier Bureau Chief, issued aletter to BellSouth affirming the FCC' s position.

20 5ee GA/LA Order, at 1143-152. Of particular noteis 1149 that states “ Further, we reject arguments that
too many ordersfall out by design or cannot be ordered electronically. Rather, wefind, as did the Georgia
and L ouisiana Commissions, that Bell South properly designsits systems so that a minimal number of
orders cannot be ordered electronically.”

39
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An examination of requestsin dl of the different categories (Residential Resale,
Business Resale, UNE and LNP) reveals that the mgjority of total requests are
found in the Residentid Resdle and UNE categories, and that within the UNE
category, the most volume comes from non-complex UNEs. BellSouth's OSS are
properly programmed to process the bulk of the requests, and that programming is
not based upon revenues that may or may not be associated with specific types of

requests.

ON PAGE 13 OF HISTESTIMONY, MR. BRADBURY PRESENTS
CALCULATIONS THAT PURPORT TO DEMONSTRATE HIS POINT.

PLEASE RESPOND.

If the argument itself has no merit, then creetive — and erroneous — math will not
fix things. Mr. Bradbury attacks the percent of BellSouth-caused falout to dl
falout without any regard to the overall request volume associated with the
fdlout. For example, the supporting data behind Mr. Bradbury's assessment is as

follows for the state of Tennessee for April 2002:%

Total Percent Total Percent BST- Percent Tota Percent
Mech. Tota Manual Total Caused | Total Fallout Total
LSRs Mech. Fallout Mech. Fallout Mech. Fallout
LSRs LSRs LSRs
RES 13,972 57.05 823 5.89 509 364 1,332 953
BUS 674 275 166 24.63 81 12.02 247 36.65

21 Thisisfrom the same information provided by BellSouth in response to Interrogatory No. 43 cited by
Mr. Bradbury in Footnote 20, Page 13 of histestimony.
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UNE 9,361 38.22 1,298 13.87 1194 12.76 2492 26.62
LNP 484 198 222 4587 31 6.40 253 52.27
Total 24,491 100.00 2,509 10.00 1815 740 4,324 17.70

It is obvious from the chart above that the RES and UNE markets drive the
volume of LSRs, with UNE being driven primarily by the growing UNE-P
market. These two markets comprise over 95% of the L SRs submitted
eectronicaly for Tennesseein April 2002, supporting my earlier stated premise
that a comparison of flow-through to revenueisillogica because such asmdl

percentage of the total volume involves requests with high-dollar vaue.

Additionaly, Mr. Bradbury overdtates the percentages of BellSouth-caused
fdlout. Using the actud dataas | have presented it here, it is apparent that the
fdlout due to BellSouth's system design or BellSouth Caused errorsis
consderably less than what Mr. Bradbury reports. However, the more important
point isthat only 7.4% of the LSRsthat fallout do so because of BellSouth
Caused errors. With respect to the totd manud falout, this reflects that

BdlSouth's e ectronic interfaces are functioning properly.

It isdso important to note that the CLEC community could avoid alarge
percentage of the fdlout volume. As an example, while Sate-specific datais not
available, 45.9% of the regiond planned manua falout in April 2002 occurred
due to the “Pending Service Orders,” or “PSOs’. Fallout in this category occurs
when a CLEC submits an L SR on an account that has a pending service order at

the time of the LSR submisson. CLECs have the ahility to check for aPSO via

a4




10

1

13

14

15

16

17

18
19

21

24

the pre-ordering function in LENS, and, therefore, considerably lessen the amount

of thistype of fdlout.

WHAT DOES THE TRA NEED TO KNOW ABOUT BELLSOUTH’S FLOW-

THROUGH PERFORMANCE?

Regardless of the attempts by Mr. Bradbury to manipulate numbers to persuade
the TRA otherwise, it isimportant to remember that the FCC and other regulatory
bodies have found that Bell South's flow-through performance is acceptable.
Further, there are no systemic problems within BellSouth's OSS, nor isthere any
evidence of flow-through caculation errors, to indicate any norn-compliancein the

requirement to provide CLECs with nondiscriminatory access to the OSS.

IN HISAFFIDAVIT, MR. REYNOLDS (ERNEST COMMUNICATIONS,
INC.) ALLEGES DIFFICULTIES USING BELLSOUTH’S OSS WHEN
ORDERING UNE-P SERVICE FOR PAYPHONE SERVICE PROVIDERS.
PLEASE ADDRESS HIS CONCERNS.

The system anomaly that Mr. Reynolds described in his affidavit does exig.
However, his account of the situation is decidedly danted and does not reved the
actud activities that have taken place, or that will take place, to assst his
company. Further, he has made persond dlegations againgt Bell South employees

that smply are not true.

&
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Ernest Communications had previoudy submitted successfully a number of
conversion, or 'V’ activity type, LSRs. Frankly, BellSouth had no prior
experience with CLECsissuing ‘N’ activity type LSRsfor a UNE-P/coin class of
sarvice. Since Ernest Communicationsis apparently the first CLEC to submit ‘N’
activity type LSRsfor this niche service, BdlSouth was not aware that there was
aproblem associated with ‘N’ activity type requests. Further examination of the
Ernest Communications complaint reveaed that programming for the partid
mechanization of ‘N’ activity type requests had never existed (only V'’ activity
types), and the occurrence during the software release last fal had no effect on
‘N’ activity type requests. Subsequent to that finding, the BBR-LO
documentation was further modified to reflect that the work-around only applies
to 'V’ activity type requests, and that requestsfor ‘N’ activity type service must
be submitted manualy. The July 16, 2002, Carrier Notification Letter No.
SN91083227 with the BBR-LO changes, and the documentation defect change

request CR0864 are attached as Exhibit RMP-6 and RMP-7, respectively.

Thefact of the matter is, that the various Universal Service Order Codes
(“USOCs") that Ernest Communicationsis using to request (via BellSouth's
LENS interface) a UNE-P line to be used for payphone service (UEPRB for
Alabama, and UEPKA for Kentucky, to use Mr. Reynolds' affidavit examples)
will be accepted by BellSouth's OSS successfully — but only if the LSR isfor the
conversion of an exiging locd lineto a UNE-P line to be used for payphone
sarvice, i.e., an LSR request type of “MB” (for UNE-P), and an activity type of
“V” (for “converson”). At thistime, those USOCswill not work for arequest for

inddlation of anew line to be used for apayphone, i.e., an LSR request type of
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“MB” (for UNE-P), an activity type of “N” (for “New”), and containing the

USOCs as exemplified above.

BellSouth submitted to the CCP a change request (CR0492, attached as Exhibit
RMP-8) on September 14, 2001 to provide proper and compl ete flow-through of
payphone (or “coin”) requests — whether conversion (*V’) or new (*N’). It was
submitted as a part of the efforts of BellSouth's FHlow- Through Task Force
(“FTTF’) that is dedicated to improving the flow-through of as many of the
different CLEC request types as possible. In February 2002, CR0492 was
scheduled for implementation in BellSouth’s Release 11.0 targeted for December
8, 2002.

WHAT ISTHE BACKGROUND TO THE SITUATION THAT EXISTS
TODAY?

When BdlSouth first developed the capability for CLECs to submit electronic
requests for converting existing busness linesto a UNE-P/coin class of service,
the LSRswere actudly partialy mechanized, meaning that the requests camein
eectronicdly from the CLECs, but “fdll out” to the Loca Carrier Service Center
(“LCSC”) for manud handling prior to the creation of service orders. BellSouth's
OSS at that point were not designed to fully process those conversion requests.
As mentioned above, CR0492 was devel oped in September 2001 to fully

mechanize that process within BellSouth's OSS.
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During the implementation of a generd software release in Fal, 2001,
programming for existing capabilities for converson of businesslinesto UNE-
Plcoin lineswas inexplicably atered. Those converson LSRs, that previoudy
had dropped from the system for handling in the LCSC, began to completdly flow
through BellSouth's OSS, with the USOCs for UNE-P/coin class of service
(UEPRB, UEPKA, etc.) changing to that of asmple businessline (UEPBL) and
dropping the payphone festure Flex ANI, which is excluded from use with a

business line class of service.

BdlSouth was not aware of the problem until Mr. Reynolds brought it to our

attention on January 29, 2002. As mentioned above, in early 2001, BellSouth
developed a work-around for conversionsthat alowed CLECsto put a code
‘1BF inthe Type of Service (“*TOS’) field on the LSR, with the belief thet all
types of LSRs requesting UNE-P/coin service would be handled by the work-
around. Although the documentation in the Bell South Business Rules for Locd

Ordering (“BBR-LQO") was changed to reflect that the work-around, in practice,

did not apply to dl request types.

WHAT HAS BEEN DONE ON BEHALF OF ERNEST COMMUNICATIONS

TO CORRECT THE PROBLEMSWITH THE REQUESTS THAT HAVE

BEEN SUBMITTED TO DATE?

Despite Mr. Reynolds clamsto the contrary, BellSouth's customer support
manager (“CSM”), over the course of several months, has reviewed spreadsheets

sent regularly by Mr. Reynolds, verified which lines had been provisioned
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incorrectly, and worked closdly with the LCSC to get those lines converted to the
proper UNE-P/coin class of service with the necessary FHex ANI feature. That

project is ongoing to ensure that al such lines are converted properly.

CAN ERNEST COMMUNICATIONS EFFECTIVELY ISSUE REQUESTS
FOR NEW SERVICE PRIOR TO IMPLEMENTATION OF THE FTTF

CHANGE REQUEST?

Yes. As has been discussed with Mr. Reynolds, and asindicated by the
notification of change to the BBR-L O that all CLECsreceive, the ‘N’ activity
type requests for UNE-P/coin service should be submitted manudly. The LCSC
will process those requests in a correct and timely manner, alowing for
provisoning of the correct line class of service a initid turn-up, and correct

billing from the beginning.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY ?

Yes.



AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF: Georgia
COUNTY OF: Fulton

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, duly commissioned and qualified in and for
the State and County aforesaid, personally came and appeared Ronald M. Pate —Director —
Interconnection Operations, BellSouth Telecommunications Inc., who, being by me first duly
sworn deposed and said that:

He is appearing as a witness before the Tennessee Regulatory Authority in Docket
No. 97-00309 on behalf of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., and if present before the

Authority and duly sworn, his testimony would be set forth in the annexed testimony

consisting of ﬂ'e pages and 3 exhibit(s).

s L

Ronald M. Pate

Sworn to and subscribed

before me ox%ﬂfﬂoﬂ&

@RI

NOPARY PUBLIC

Netary Public, Gwinnett County, Georgia
My Commission Expires June 27, 2005



